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Source Water Assessment Program

Public Meeting

 January 12, 1999
2:00 p.m.

The meeting started at 2:10 p.m. with opening remarks by Mr. Jerry Peaks.  Mr. Peaks had available
extra copies of the Source Water Assessment Document and offered to distribute this document to any
individuals that needed a copy at that time.  Mr. Peaks then explained the format of the meeting which
included his introductory comments, a question and answer session, and then a formal public comment.
In his opening comments Mr. Peaks reviewed the EPA schedule for submission of the plan to them for
review, and the goal that the State Health Department had of performing all Source Water Assessments
within a 42 month time frame.  Mr. Peaks then went on to discuss the three committees that were involved
in the preparation and review of the Source Water Assessment Program.  Specifically Mr. Peaks
described the Technical and Citizens Advisory Committee, how it was formed, and the criteria used in
forming its membership.  He then briefly discussed the Source Water Assessment Team and their roll in
putting together the Source Water Assessment Program.  Thirdly, Mr. Peaks indicated that the
Waterworks Advisory Committee to the State Health Commissioner would provide a final endorsement of
this document before it’s submission to the EPA.

Mr. Peaks then gave a brief overview of the Source Water Assessment Program by summarizing it’s goal
as follows:

� Delineation and identification of sources of contamination.

� Identification of land use around the Water Supply Source.

� Determination of susceptibility of the Water Source.

� A final assessment provided to the Public.

Mr. Peaks then indicated that EPA has had a draft of the Source Water Assessment Program for
approximately 30 days and that they have generally given positive comments on the program based on
their initial review.  Next a general question and answer session was open to the Public.  These questions
were general in nature and addressed issues such as what affect would this program have on owners, will
there be funding available to assist owners and how will the Health Department provide resources to see
that this program is fully implemented.  There were also some general questions as to how the delineation
areas were determined, how will GIS overlays be used and then made available for information, and why
was the Health Department not using a goal of 24 months without the 18 month extension.  Public
comments are as follows:

Kyle Briesath provided the following comments and followed up with written comments:

1 The Technical and Citizens Advisory Committee (TAC) did not have an adequate representation
by environmental groups and sensitive population groups.

2. Urge that the TAC committee should be involved throughout the implementation of the Source
Water Assessment Program.



3. They were concerned that the goals identified in the Source Water Assessment Program did not
mention water quality goals or Public Health as a significant concern.

4. Source Water Assessment Program was weak on how information was made available to the
Public.  Specifically the report indicates that the information would be available at a Public
Library.  This information should be made available at more than just one Public Library.

5. The goal section on the Source Water Assessment Program states the intent to do a Source Water
Assessment but not to identify corrective recommendation.  The report should also include
specific recommendation for corrective actions.

6. They were concerned that the Health Department was not using the 24 month time frame as
identified by the EPA for completion of the Source Water Assessments.  They were also concerned
that there was no financial plan to get the work done and that the State Health Department did
not have a specific budget item for the performance of the Source Water Assessment.

7. The Source Water Assessment should include specific information on regulated and unregulated
contaminants found within the assessment area.  There should also be some program for water
quality testing results to be included as part of the report and the program.

8. The product deliverables for the plan would include recommendations for source water
protection action.

9. The Health affects of contaminants identified in the Source Water Assessment should be listed as
part of the program deliverables or as a minimum be identified where they could be easily
obtained.

10. Source Assessment should include specific references to the consumer confidence report, and that
water quality information may be found there.

11. They were concern that fixed radius area for wells was not sufficient.  They believe that every
available accurate information should be used to develop the area around a well for assessment
as opposed to a standard fixed radius.

The following are comments from Patricia Jackson of the James River Association:

1. There is not adequate citizen representatives on the TAC committee.  This resulted in public
health and public notice issues not being properly addressed.

2. The TAC meetings were scheduled during the day.  This resulted in these meetings not being
assessable by the public.

3. The public notice requirements of the source water assessment program are not adequate to
insure that the public will be notified.

4. There needs to be a greater effort to involve the public and the TAC during the source water
assessments from here on out.

5. The State Health Department should consider newspaper advertisement style notifications of the
Source Water Assessment plan and allow comments before the February 6th submittal to EPA.



6. In the Source Water Assessment Program the wording which identifies the efforts the waterworks
owner must do to perform public notice is minimal.  The waterworks owner should be required to
do more in the area of public notice.

7. Table number 1 should be relabeled “potential sources of contamination” as it was originally
worded.  Ms. Jackson does not agree with this change made by the TAC and the Source Water
Assessment Team.

8. In table 1 landfill should be identified as lined or unlined and the risk of unlined landfills should
be increased to high risk for Groundwater sources.  Lined landfills should have a medium risk
associated with them.  Open dumps should have a high high risk assessment.

9. Why don’t we identify specific contaminant for barges and sink holes.  We should list all potential
contaminant.

10. The scope of work for the Source Water Assessments should be looked into in detail.  There needs
to be budget items for this work and additional people hired and money allocated to insure that
these assessments are performed in a timely manner.

The following are additional comments from Kyle: comment no. 11 continued.

11. All cost areas should have separate delineation areas

12. The surface water delineation of five miles from the intake is not adequate.  There were no further
public comments from any individuals in attendance. Mr. Peaks therefore closed the meeting.
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Responsiveness Summary for Public Comments for
The Source Water Assessment Program

Public Meeting – January 12, 1999

ORGANIZATION NAME CONTACT NAME COMMENTS RESPONSE
Clean Water Action Kye Briesath We would like to formally request that an expanded

Citizen Advisory Committee continue throughout the
implementation of this SWAP.  We would like the state
to actively seek the participation of a wider group of
citizen, environment and public health groups
throughout this assessment program, as well as in the
formation and implementation of Source Water
Protection recommendations for Virginia.  We also
request that a Clean Water Action representative serve
on the ongoing Citizen Advisory Committee.

This issue was discussed by the Technical
and Citizens Committee (TAC) and the
TAC’s response is found in Appendix E,
Table 1, Public Participation, Issue 3.

We would like an accounting of funds already spent
and funds allocated for future public participation
efforts from the SDWA set-aside in Virginia.

VDH intends to develop this
documentation.

The goals should state that the primary goal of the
SWAP process is to provide a detailed assessment for
the purpose of developing a strong drinking water
protection plan for the optimal public health of Virginia
residents, including the most vulnerable among us like
children, elderly, or ill family members.

VDH changed the goal to include
“protecting the public’s health”.



Created February11, 1999 Virginia Department of Health Page 2 of 9
Revised xx xx xx
Printed 11/18/99

As the assessments are completed, we would like the
state to develop a list of specific recommendations for
source water protection in its final SWAP report, and to
follow up with those recommendations.  We also want
citizens involved in establishing these
recommendations for source water protection.

This issue was discussed by the Technical
and Citizens Committee (TAC) and the
TAC’s response is found in Table 5,
Making the Results of the Assessment
Available to the Public, Issue 1.

We are concerned that the state make every effort to
complete the assessment within the earliest possible
timeline.  The sooner the assessments are complete, the
sooner prevention programs can be established to
protect public health.

VDH will make every effort to complete
the assessment within the earliest possible
timeline.  This issue was discussed by the
Technical and Citizens Committee (TAC)
and the TAC’s response is found in Table
6, State Program Implementation, Issue 1.

We request that the public be involved in financial
decisions regarding the SWAP’s budget and staffing.

This issue was discussed by the Technical
and Citizens Committee (TAC) and the
TAC’s response is found in Table 6, State
Program Implementation, Issue 1.
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We would also request that citizens be involved in
evaluating the results generated by utility professionals
who may have a different perspective about their research
or findings than citizens may have.

VDH does not foresee a need for
additional involvement.  The TAC
developed strict criteria for the
assessment and VDH must concur with
all assessment results (Section IX. D.
General)

We would urge the state to first fully utilize all of the
information available from USGS, GIS mapping and
other sources to determine much more accurate
delineations.

VDH intends to utilize this information
in the delineation areas.

We also encourage the state to involve the public in the
determination of any fixed radius delineation before the
decision to do so is made, and that every effort will be
made to utilize more specific delineation models at the
state’s earliest opportunity.

The TAC has established the
delineation criteria that VDH will
utilize; however, we agree that we
should use every effort to utilize more
specific delineation models at the
earliest opportunity.
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We also recommend that separate delineation plans be
implemented for karst and non-karst areas, with special
emphasis on obtaining sound geological delineation
boundaries for karst areas.  The state should make every
effort to use time of travel for water reaching well heads
in its determination of all groundwater delineation zones.

The TAC has established the
delineation criteria VDH will utilize.
The limitations of the chosen criteria is
well understood.  VDH has contracted
for five (5) detailed delineation studies
per year in karst areas by DCR.

Utilizing a fixed radius for surface water is also
problematic, and we would urge the state to utilize as
much of the watershed as possible in the delineation zone
for surface waters.

The TAC has established the
delineation criteria VDH will utilize.
Zone 2 includes the entire watershed.

It is important to include the time of travel and the entire
recharge areas for ground water sources in mapping the
delineation zones.

The TAC has established the
delineation criteria VDH will utilize.
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We also request that the state furnish more specific details
about how it will coordinate assessments for source water
protection areas that cross state boundaries, make any
memorandum of understanding with other states available
for public comment, and amend these memorandum to the
SWAP.

Specific details are not available at this
time.  Reference is made to Appendix
N, Table 4, Boundary Waters, Multi-
State Rivers, and the Great Lakes,
Issues 1 and 4.

We are concerned that the euphemistic “land use activity”
category obfuscates the real meaning of this section, and
suggest that it be renamed something more meaningful
such as “potential sources of contaminates.”

The TAC considered in great detail this
issue and decided on the term “Land
Use Activity”.

We urge the state to fully utilize data available including
information on the locations of solid waste landfills.
Confined Animal Feeding Operations, mining, Superfund
sites, underground and above ground storage tanks, oil
and gas tanks, incinerators, hazardous waste sites,
abandoned wells, and other significant point and non-
point pollution sources.

VDH concurs and this is included in
the SWAP in numerous locations.
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We urge the state to fully utilize data available from the
EPA’s Regulated Contaminants, Contaminant Candidate
List, and Health Advisory List of Contaminants; NPDES
point source dischargers; Toxic Release Inventory; US
Geological Survey’s National Water-Quality Assessment
list of monitored contaminants; Department of Health
Health Advisories for unregulated contaminants; and
other information that is routinely collected by non-profit
organizations such as the Chesapeake Bay Foundation; to
identify which contaminants may be or have been found
in Virginia’s source waters and to be included in the
assessment.

VDH concurs and this is included in
the SWAP in numerous locations.

We would also request that the final SWAP draft include
a list of contaminants to be assessed, and that the final
assessment include a listing of the specific sources of
each of the contaminants within a delineated water
source, listing the sources name and address in the reports
available to the public.

VDH will add a list of the current EPA
regulated and unregulated contaminants
in an Appendix.  Please note the
comment in Appendix N, Table 3,
Issue 2 for additional information.

We would also encourage that greater significance be
given to septic systems, particularly as much of the state
is experiencing tremendous growth in individual homes
and small septic tank use.

VDH feels that this issue is important
and that the current SWAP adequately
addresses it.
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Due to the unique nature of each source water intake, we
urge the state to include and solicit information from a
wide variety of local sources in assessing each site.

VDH concurs and intends to do so.

We would like specific details about the contaminants
that the state will be assessing.  We would hope that the
state will also assess the unregulated contaminants that
are potentially health threatening and that are currently
emitted or found in the state’s waters.

VDH will add a list of the current EPA
regulated and unregulated contaminants
in an Appendix.  Please note the
comment in Appendix N, Table 3,
Issue 2 for additional information.

We also ask the state to include public review and
comments prior to adoption of their final contaminant
lists to be included in the assessment.  We would also like
citizens to be involved in decisions about the reevaluation
of contaminants in light of new developments or
information.

The TAC has established in the SWAP
the contaminants of concern.  Further
public involvement does not appear
appropriate.
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We would hope that the assessment would include an
evaluation of microbial contaminants in smaller water
sources, and include in the assessments possible sources
of contamination from regulated and unregulated
confined animal feeding operations and human waste
disposal sources.

VDH concurs and feels the SWAP
addresses this issue.

We would like the state to add that at least one full copy
will be made available in the main library in each county.

VDH feels that this is included in
Section VIII. B.1.a.

We also urge the state to include information about how
local citizens can review the full Assessment in the
Consumer Confidence Reports that water utilities will be
sending to the public annually, as well as send this
information to residents who will not receive these
Reports because they do not receive a water bill.  This
notice should also include a way to obtain a copy of the
SWAP by phone or mail, and specify how the public can
get involved in the state’s water protection efforts.

VDH feels that this is included in
Section VIII. B.2.a. as well as in the
Consumer Confidence Report
requirements.
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Therefore, public disclosure of the assessments must be
comprehensive, in an easy to read format, and written in
lay language as much as possible.  The final assessment
should also include comprehensive maps with the
drinking water intakes, delineation boundaries, and
sources of contamination plainly marked, and should also
include points of reference like major towns, tributaries
and rivers, and town/county boundaries.

VDH concurs and feels that the SWAP
includes these suggestions.

Preliminary assessment results, not just final results,
should be disclosed to the general public especially when
there are cases of severe contamination.

In cases of severe contamination, the
public is already notified through other
VDH/SDWA requirements.
Assessments should not normally
discover existing contamination of the
source (potential sources of
contamination).  However if the
assessment does identify a violation of
the MCL standard, the VDH will
require public notification.
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James River Association Patricia Jackson There is not adequate citizen representatives on the TAC
committee.  This resulted in public health and public
notice issues not being properly addressed.

This issue was discussed by the
Technical and Citizens Advisory
Committee (TAC) and the TAC’s
responses are found in Appendix E,
Table 1, Public Participation, Issues 1
and 2.

The TAC meetings were scheduled during the day.  This
resulted in these meetings not being assessable by the
public.

The meetings were scheduled during
the day.  However, the public meetings
on January 11 and 12 were expanded at
Ms. Jackson’s request to include an
evening meeting so the public could
attend.  Only two (2) people attended;
one (1) consultant and one (1)
representative from the “Friends of the
Rivers of Virginia”.

The public notice requirements of the source water
assessment program are not adequate to insure that the
public will be notified.

This issue was discussed by the
Technical and Citizens Advisory
Committee (TAC) and the TAC’s
responses are found in Appendix E,
Table 5, Making the Results of
Assessments Available to the Public,
Issues 1, 2, and 3.  Section VIII of the
SWAP provides the TAC approved
details.
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There needs to be a greater effort to involve the public
and the TAC during the source water assessments from
here on out.

This issue was discussed by the
Technical and Citizens Advisory
Committee (TAC) and the TAC’s
responses are found in Appendix E,
Table 1, Public Participation, Issue 3.

The State Health Department should consider newspaper
advertisement style notifications of the Source Water
Assessment plan and allow comments before the February
6th submittal to EPA.

VDH concurred and advertised in the
Roanoke Times, the Richmond Times
Dispatch and The Virginian-Pilot.  No
further public comments were received.

In the Source Water Assessment Program the wording
which identifies the efforts the waterworks owner must do
to perform public notice is minimal.  The waterworks
owner should be required to do more in the area of public
notice.

This issue was discussed by the
Technical and Citizens Advisory
Committee (TAC) and the TAC’s
responses are found in Appendix E,
Table 5, Making the Results of
Assessments Available to the Public,
Issues 1, 2, and 3.  Section VIII of the
SWAP provides the TAC approved
details.
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Table number 1 should be relabeled “potential sources of
contamination” as it was originally worded.  Ms. Jackson
does not agree with this change made by the TAC and the
Source Water Assessment Team.

The TAC considered in great detail this
issue and decided on the term “Land
Use Activity”.

In table 1 landfill should be identified as lined or unlined
and the risk of unlined landfills should be increased to
high risk for Groundwater sources.  Lined landfills should
have a medium risk associated with them.  Open dumps
should have a high high risk assessment.

This will be presented to the TAC and
TEAM for their consideration.

Why don’t we identify specific contaminants for barges
and sink holes.  We should list all potential contaminants.

This will be presented to the TAC and
TEAM for their consideration.
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The scope of work for the Source Water Assessments
should be looked into in detail.  There needs to be budget
items for this work and additional people hired and
money allocated to insure that these assessments are
performed in a timely manner.

VDH has determined that it can
perform the assessments in a timely
manner with current staff.


